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me the opportunity to respond to my
friend from North Carolina, who sug-
gested that I was misguided by oppos-
ing the bill. Perhaps I am misguided,
because the bill increases crime and I
am trying to reduce crime.

We know that increasing jobs will re-
duce crime. This bill, we know, reduces
jobs. The goal of FPI has been tradi-
tionally for 25 percent of the jobs to be
FPI jobs. As a result of the initiatives
in this bill, many of which were en-
acted in 2001, the percentage of jobs has
gone from 25 to 18, 2,000 fewer jobs. And
if we had maintained the 25 percent,
there would be 9,000 more people work-
ing in FPI jobs, with a much lower
chance of getting into trouble when
they are released.

This reduction in jobs will increase
crime. Maybe opposing an increase in
crime is misguided, but I think we
ought to reguide ourselves and support
those initiatives, which will actually
reduce crime, not increase crime, as
this bill does.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute to point out that this
bill does not increase crime because we
have got a vocational educational
training program for inmates that will
prepare them not only in vocational
skills but prepare them as a whole per-
son.

So to say that we are increasing
crime because we are phasing out this
Federal Prison Industries program is
not exactly accurate. Besides, there is
a not-for-profit section that we are
going to ramp up. Local governments,
school districts, and religious organiza-
tions will all be able to benefit under
this new provision to create more jobs.

And so I just want to guarantee ev-
erybody, and particularly my friend
from Virginia, that if this doesn’t cre-
ate more jobs, then I want to change
the law myself. But to predict that this
is what we are doing is not exactly ac-
curate.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. FRANK).

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the ranking mem-
ber, and I speak strongly in support of
this bill. I have not yet had anyone ex-
plain to me why it is our strong policy
to ban the products of prison labor that
come over in trade, but we then en-
courage them to compete with Amer-
ican workers if it is domestic prison
labor.

I agree it is a good idea for inmates
to have work opportunities, but I am
hoping that marketing is not one of
those things in which prisoners engage.
That is, it is the actual process of mak-
ing the product that has its rehabilita-
tive effect. And as the gentleman from
Michigan just mentioned, it is the in-
tention of many of us to increase the
extent to which prisoners could be used
to make products that could be distrib-
uted to various entities in our society
in a way that wouldn’t be competitive
with the market.

But I do not understand how you tell
low-wage workers, because the level at
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which the prison products exist is at
the low-wage level, how do we tell low-
wage workers they are going to lose
their jobs because of prisoners? How do
you tell people who have been hard-
working people trying to support them-
selves and their families that prisoners
are taking their jobs because of the in-
herent subsidy that is involved?

Now, the way to resolve that, it
seems to me, is to leave the market, to
the extent that we can, to people who
are in the market, in the private sec-
tor; and try, as the gentleman from
Michigan said, as we try in this legisla-
tion, to increase the extent to which
prisoners can be employed and learn
skills and make products that will be
distributed to the nonmarket segment.
And there is no loss there. Again, the
marketing is not part of the prison ex-
perience and shouldn’t be.

So it is entirely possible to have pris-
oners learning skills, improving their
skills by producing things that can
then be distributed to a nonmarket
segment. But the fundamental prin-
ciple that we should not allow prison
labor to take jobs away from hard-
working people, particularly at the
low-wage level, is at the core of this
bill.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I
would yield 1 minute more, this is very
unusual, but I will yield 1 minute more
to Mr. SCOTT.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing, because, as I indicated, as a result
of the initiatives that are in this bill,
we have already lost thousands of jobs.
And if we had had the law as it was in
2000, we would have about 9,000 more
people working.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
has said there are other alternatives. If
we were guaranteed funding for that, I
would support it. The problem is that
the FPI pays for itself, so it doesn’t
need appropriation. If we can guar-
antee the funding, there wouldn’t be
any debate on this. The job training
also may not have funding. So we don’t
know that that is going to take place.
So there is no guarantee.

The problem with this approach is
that there is no guarantee for funding.
The FPI program pays for itself, and
has been paying for itself for over 70
years. It works well. We know it works,
and the replacements are just specula-
tive.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. My
problem with my friend from Virginia’s
argument, well, there are two; first of
all, if there are 9,000 fewer jobs in Pris-
on Industries, that means there are
9,000 more jobs in the private sector.

So the second point is that he con-
cedes that if we funded this it wouldn’t
be a problem. Well, rather than put the
burden on lower-wage working people
in the garment industry, the furniture
industry, et cetera, then let us work to
get the funding. It is not a huge
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amount. But there is, to some extent, a
replacement of prison jobs and private
sector jobs.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. First of all,
we will work together on the funding,
no question about that. Furthermore,
there is not a one-to-one replacement.
You have about four people in prison
working on what would otherwise be
one job.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Well,
then I would say this. Then that fur-
thers reinforces the point. Because
what you are then saying is the under-
payment, the subsidy element is such
that you are still losing private sector
jobs to prison jobs.

And I would say to the gentleman,
let us end on a note of approval. Yes, 1
look forward to working with the gen-
tleman for better funding, and if things
go well in November it will be easier
than it has been.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT).

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chairman of the committee
for yielding time.

I rise in opposition to this bill. Now,
I represent two prisons in my district,
and grandma used to say that idle
hands are the devil’s workshop. We
have to find ways to keep these people
busy; but, more importantly, we have
to give them real job skills.

Now, I understand that in some cases
this may be taking jobs away from the
private sector, but that is very rare,
Members. Mostly what we are doing in
those prisons today are jobs that either
aren’t done in the United States much
any more, or they are jobs that nobody
wants. And we need to keep these guys
busy. We need to give them some job
skills. And I am afraid we are going to
throw this baby out with the bath
water today.

Now, it may well be that we have to
reform the Federal Prison Industries a
bit. And I hear the talk about, well, we
can find $75 million for job training
programs. Maybe that is true. But in
the middle are these folks who are
working in the Federal Prison Indus-
tries in my district who are earning a
little bit of money, who are making a
difference, and are providing products
that the United States military needs.

Mr. Chairman, | rise to speak in opposition
to this legislation. | represent a number of em-
ployees and inmates at the Federal Correc-
tional Institution in Waseca, Minnesota, and
they have a vested interest in this matter.

Federal Prison Industries employs approxi-
mately 200 inmates in Waseca. The jobs they
have give these inmates real-life skills that
offer opportunity for rehabilitation and a
chance at success when they leave prison.
The program is carefully overseen by trained
prison employees.

Mr. Chairman, changes might be necessary
to improve the FPI program, but | am not con-
vinced that the legislation before us accom-
plishes that. H.R. 2965 would authorize a $75



